

















The third Respondent on his part submitted that, after pronouncement
of the judgment in Land Application No. 117-of 2009, he never went back to
the suit land since he had no interest and even after execution of decree got
issued, he never‘ disiputéd. The fact that the act of demolition wa‘s-done by
the firs't.-and second I%es_pondent, he said, is not the one to be blamed that |
is why'in the affidavit ﬁe has not beeh mentioned in r‘elat-io'n to the demolition
acts.

In rejoinder, the Applicant stated that, the application has been filed
within time because it was filed immediately after the cause of action arose.
He said that, the cause of action arose on 15" September, 2022 and this
application was filed on 20% Septembef 2022. He said therefore that, time
started to run when the cause of action arose and not from the date the
judgment was delivered.

Regarding pictures, he said, the same were attached to show how the
church was destroyed. However, the issue to be determined by the Court is
whether orders in Misc. Application No. 240 of 2022 are in conformity with
orders made on a decree.

- Responding to executing orders of the DLHT, he insisted that, the

Applicant urged the Court to determine if the decree in Land Case No. 117
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